This study investigated effects of teachers' questions and verbal feedback on student participation in three undergraduate English conversation classes. The research instruments were observations, a questionnaire, and interviews. The results showed that for the question types, referential questions were the most frequently asked questions in two classrooms and display questions were more common asked questions in one class. Regarding effects of display and referential questions on student participation, longer student responses were elicited by referential questions (3.6 the average words per a referential question, but about 2 words per a display one). Concerning the verbal feedback types, the results showed the high occurrence of interactional feedback in all classes. For effects of evaluative and interactional feedback on student participation, surprisingly in two classes evaluative feedback was associated with longer statements and answers than interactional one. In terms of student satisfaction on questions and verbal feedback, from the questionnaire results it was seen that the students were satisfied with referential questions and interactional feedback. Another interesting result from the questionnaires was that the students were motivated to participate in classroom discussion by both teachers' questions and verbal feedback. Regarding the effects of teachers' questions and verbal feedback on student participation in general, the verbal feedback was associated with a bit longer statements and answers than the questions (3.4 the average words per verbal feedback, but about 3 words per question). It can be concluded that in these classes, both questions and verbal feedback had the potential to be supportive of different aspects of student learning. Since questions and verbal feedback allows teachers to increase or reduce students' opportunities for discussion, it is necessary to select the appropriate type to support students' participation. Teachers should develop their use of questions, verbal feedback, and aim for patterns of classroom communication that are appropriate for students' abilities, interests and motivation.
seen from their talk. However, normally the distinguishing features of teacher talk can be summarised as teachers ask plenty of questions, initiate discussion topics, and attempt to control content of classroom activities (Tharawoot, 2010) . Regarding teacher talk, there are two factors affecting students' willingness to speak in the classroom: teachers' questions and verbal feedback (Dudley-Marling & Searle, 1991) . However, according to Nassaji and Wells (2000) , teachers' selection of verbal feedback is much more important than the choice of the kinds of initiating questions for the development of classroom discussion. Based on their assertion, the researcher was interested in studying about teacher verbal feedback in postgraduate classrooms. Two studies' findings showed that both evaluative and interactional feedback could promote student participation (Tharawoot, 2010; Tharawoot, 2015) . Moreover, students were satisfied with their teachers' verbal feedback providing (Tharawoot, 2015) . However, those findings have not proved Nassaji and Wells' assertion. Consequently, it was the researcher's interest in this statement which led to the development of the main research question-"Is teachers' selection of verbal feedback is much more important than the choice of the kinds of initiating questions for the development of classroom discussion?"
As Urano (1996) defined that a question is any utterance produced by the teacher in order to elicit the students' verbal response. It is in the form of an interrogative, or has rising intonation even if it is declarative in form. There are two main question types that are relevant here: display question and referential question (Long and Sato, 1983 , as quoted by Tsui, 1995, p. 27) . Conducting his study on the effect of teachers' questioning behavior on EFL classroom interaction, Shomoossi (2004) found that teachers used display questions to provide comprehensible input for students. Referential questions were for a typical of content classrooms and high proficiency language classrooms. However, "it would be dangerous to generalize that referential questions are more useful for language learning or display ones are useless. Each context requires an appropriate strategy for itself " (p. 102-103) . For verbal feedback, according to Miller (as cited in Konold, Miller & Konold, 2004) , the primary purposes for providing verbal feedback are to support appropriate student behavior, let students know how they are doing, and extend learning opportunities. There are two main types of verbal feedback in the present study: evaluative feedback and interactional feedback (Cullen, 2002; Garcia, 2005) . Evaluative feedback refers to feedback that expresses some kind of assessment of students' efforts, while interactional feedback aims to keep the interaction or discussion going. Although teachers' evaluative feedback should be avoided because it hinders students' further participation and interactive learning atmosphere, it is still essential for some teaching activities (Hall & Walsh, 2002; Nassaji & Wells, 2000) .
The purpose of the current study was to investigate effects of questions and verbal feedback on student participation in undergraduate English classes. The research questions to be discovered were as follows: 
Question types
The types of questions can be categorized by considering whether teachers already know answers to them. This classification has two types of questions. The terminology of these types of questions was introduced in a study by Long and Sato (1983) . The first one is display questions which are the questions to which the teacher knows the answer. The teacher uses display questions for facilitating the explanation of words, phrases, and statements to provide a wide exposure to vocabulary that may be useful to basic personal communication (Richards & Rodgers, 1986) . Moreover, display questions help to develop aural skills and vocabulary, and encourage whole-class participation before moving to some other teaching technique (Richards & Lockheart, 1996) . According to Brown (2001) , they demand a single or short response of the low-level thinking kind, as illustrated in (1): (1) 1 T3: What happened? 2 S: Color has changed. (Tharawoot, 2016) The second type of questions is referential questions. Referential questions are the questions to which teacher does not know the answer. These questions generate interactions typical of social communication and promote greater student productivity. This type of questions is determined to be more effective during activity-time than asking them to each student because they use more time and effort so this may result in the loss of interest by the other students. This is illustrated in (2):
(2) 1 T2: Why do you like English? 2 S: I want to be good at English. (Tharawoot, 2016) In conclusion, referential questions allow students to share information and allow for flexible responses because they are open-ended questions, which help to stimulate conversation. On the other hand, display questions are closed questions, which are barriers to conversation because they are restrictive, and require one single right answer.
Verbal feedback types
There are two types of verbal feedback: evaluative feedback and interactional feedback. These terms themselves are clear and understandable because they both refer to their main purpose. Evaluative feedback:
-focuses on the correct form or content of a student's contributions; -shows a teacher's attempt to correct a student's contributions directly or indirectly; -shows a teacher's evaluation, criticism, displeasure or rejection of a student's contributions. This is illustrated in (3):
(3) 1 S: I'm going to … 2 T1: No, with will and V1 form. (Tharawoot, 2016) Interactional feedback -focuses on the content of a student's contributions without being concerned with the correct form of a student's contributions; -reformulates a student's contributions without rejection in order to continue the discussion if a student's contributions are wrong in grammatical structure; -shows a teacher's intention to encourage a student to talk far more; -uses a student's contributions to make a discussion move forward. This is illustrated in (4): (4) 1 S: I want to be a doctor. 2 T2: Why? (Tharawoot, 2016) 
Method Participants
The study was conducted in three undergraduate English Conversation classrooms which were chosen from ease of scheduling at a public Thai university in Bangkok. The classes included listening and speaking skills and focused on communication and fluency, not correctness.
The participants were three Thai teachers who hereafter were referred to as T1, T2, and T3. They were the researcher's colleagues. T1 is a forty-five male teacher who got a doctoral degree and had 10 years of teaching experience. For T2, she was 41 years old, got a doctoral degree and had 15 years of teaching experience. T3 who is a fortyone female teacher got a master degree and had approximately 20 years of teaching experience. Besides the teachers, their 98 pre-intermediate second-year students were the participants. There were 42, 21, and 35 students in T1, T2, and T3's sections respectively. These students were from three faculties. For T1's students, they were from Faculty of Engineering. T2's students and T3's students were from Faculty of Technical Education and Faculty of Applied Science respectively.
Data Collection
The study was conducted in three steps: first, observations, audio-recordings, and field notes were conducted to build up a data base for describing teachers' questions and verbal feedback. For observations, the researcher used a semi-structured approach, playing the role of passive observer (Foster, 1996; Spradley, 1980) . The teachers and students knew that classroom interaction was interested, but were unaware that the focus was the effects of teachers' questions and verbal feedback on student participation. A total of 27 hours of lessons (nine hours per each section) were observed and audiorecorded. Two mp3 players with highly sensitive built-in microphones were used. Besides audio-recording, the researcher sitting by the wall near a corner of the room took field notes that aimed to capture the overall flow of the lesson. In the field notes, following Day's (1990) suggestion, events should be noted as objectively and neutrally as possible by avoiding the use of evaluative or judgmental language.
Second, the questionnaire in both Thai and English was designed to collect responses from 98 students about their preferences to ways of teachers' questions and verbal feedback. It was developed by the researcher and adopted from Tharawoot's (2015) study. It was checked for content validity by three experts in the field of EFL. The questionnaire was divided into two parts. The first part was about the students' backgrounds. The second part contained two sections: (1) 15 statements of opinions and feelings about teachers' questions and their effects on student participation, and (2) 11 statements of opinions and feelings about teacher verbal feedback and its effect on student participation. For the first section, statements 5, 13, and 14 represented display questions, statements 3, 7, 8, 9, and 12 represented referential questions, statements 1, 2, 6, 10, 11, and 15 represented the students' opinions and feelings about teachers' questions and statement 4 represented the questions' effects on student participation and studying English. For the second section, statements 1-6 represented evaluative feedback, statements 7-9 represented interactional feedback, and statements 10 and 11 were related to the students' opinions and feelings about teacher verbal feedback and its effect on their participation respectively (see Appendix A). The students were asked to respond by choosing from a five-point Likert scale. Each question is divided into five levels. The evaluation criteria were as follows: Finally, interviews were semi-structured and conducted with 20 students (T1 = 7, T2 = 3, T3 = 10) who had willingness to spend time to be interviewed on the last day of observations. Since English was not the first language of either the researcher or the students, Thai was used. Some interview questions were related to the data from the observations and the questionnaires. The students were asked about their personal backgrounds and past English learning experiences, how they felt about the teacher's approach. They were also asked their opinions and feelings related to the teachers' questions and verbal feedback and their effects on student participation (see Appendix B).
Data Analysis
From the observational data, discussions between teachers and students were selected and transcribed. In the transcripts pseudonyms were used for three teachers: T1, T2 and T3. In these three sections, there were 57 teacher-student discussions (TSDs) (T1 = 22, T2 = 19, T3 = 16) were coded and analyzed, as questions and verbal feedback typically occurred when teachers started a discussion to encourage talk between themselves and the students about the course content or a topic that they had raised. During discussion, students were asked to exchange opinions and comments.
In coding the 57 TSDs, the researcher used the move as the unit of analysis (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) . According to Sinclair and Coulthard, a typical exchange in teacherstudent interaction has three moves: initiation-response-feedback (IRF). If teachers asked one or more follow-up questions of the same student, the researcher only coded the original question as the beginning of IRF, and grouped the others as part of the expansion/remediation response. Moreover, the researcher added one further move, student response (SR), after teacher verbal feedback to capture whether teachers' verbal feedback were associated with further student participation, as shown in (5) (Tharawoot, 2015, p. 61) Teachers' questions and verbal feedback moves were further analyzed based on type (as detailed earlier). In summary, 57 TSDs were coded and counted to calculate frequencies of questions and verbal feedback by type. In analyzing the extent to which questions and verbal feedback was associated with student participation, the length of students' responses to questions (R) and verbal feedback (SR) was measured by counting the number of words in the contribution associated with each type of questions and verbal feedback (Qashoa, 2013) . To determine coding reliability, the researcher invited two colleagues to participate in establishing inter-coder reliability. First, the coders were given a detailed explanation of the coding categories. Then they were asked to practice coding several transcripts from the observation data. After that, the coders and the researcher examined each other's coding and discussed both the agreements and disagreements of the coding. The actual coding by the coders began when they were certain that they thoroughly understood the characteristics of the coding categories (Gay, 1996) . After coding reliability was estimated, it was found that inter-coder reliability was .80. This level of agreement was deemed acceptable for this study (Barlow & Hersen, 1984) .
In order to identify the students' opinions and feelings about teachers' questions and verbal feedback and their effects on student participation, interviews were transcribed and carefully read and marked according to the following data categories: personal information, past English learning experiences, perceptions of the teacher's teaching style, and opinions and perceptions related to question and verbal feedback types, and their effects on student participation.
Results

Class Observation Results
Results are divided into five parts: 1) question types; 2) response to display and referential questions; 3) verbal feedback types; 4) response to evaluative and interactional feedback; and 5) results from the questionnaires and the interviews. The first and second sets of results are related to answer the first research question, while the third and fourth sets are related to the second research questions. For the fifth set of results, it is related to both research questions.
Question Types
The frequency of display and referential questions is presented in Table 1 . As shown in Table 1 , out of a total of 57 question moves of three teachers, 21 (about 37%) were display and 36 (about 63%) were referential. In summary, the teachers used referential questions 1.7 times more than display questions. Two teachers (T1 and T2) preferred referential questions over display questions, but T3 asked display questions more than referential questions.
Responses to Display and Referential Questions
Tables 2 presents the total number of words in Rs for each type, with the average length of the student contribution (calculated by dividing the total number of words by the total number of each type). As shown in Table 2 , the total number of words in Rs varied by display and referential questions. In all sections (T1, T2, and T3), referential questions had the highest average: 4, 2.31, and 4.5 respectively. An exemplary referential question from the study data is, "Why do you like English?" Such a question was found to cause more students' contributions than display questions -such as "Pickpocket, what does it mean?" -did.
Verbal Feedback Types
The frequency of evaluative and interactional feedback is presented in Table 3 . As shown in Table 3 , out of a total of 114 verbal feedback moves of three teachers, 38 (about 33%) was evaluative and 76 (about 67%) interactional. In summary, the teachers used interactional feedback 2 times more than evaluative feedback. Two teachers (T1 and T2) preferred interactional feedback over evaluative feedback, but T3 provided evaluative feedback a bit more than interactional feedback.
Responses to Evaluative and Interactional Feedback
Tables 4 presents the total number of words in SRs for each type, with the average length of the student contribution (calculated by dividing the total number of words by the total number of each type). As shown in Table 4 the total number of words in SRs varied by evaluative and interactional feedback. In two sections (T1 and T3), evaluative feedback had the highest average: 4.5 and 4.4 respectively, but the average length of the students' responses to interactional feedback in T2's section was higher.
Questionnaire Results
Based on questionnaire responses, for question in all sections, there was difference in students' overall satisfaction as shown in Table 5 . As shown in Table 5 the students in each section were neutral with display questions, but they agreed with referential questions. This suggests that they were more satisfied with referential questions in general. Moreover, the students in all sections agreed that they were satisfied with questions. In T1 and T3's sections the students agreed that questions encouraged them to participate in classroom discussion, but the students in T2's section strongly agreed with this statement. Table 6 presents difference in students' overall satisfaction on verbal feedback. As shown in Table 6 the students in T1 and T2's sections agreed with evaluative feedback, but in T3's section the students were neutral with it. For interactional feedback, the students in all sections agreed with interactional feedback. This suggests that they were a bit more satisfied with interactional feedback in general. Moreover, in T1 and T2's sections the students agreed that they were satisfied with verbal feedback, while in T3's section the students were neutral with it. In all sections the students agreed that verbal feedback encouraged them to participate in classroom discussion.
Interview Results
According to interviews, in T1's section all seven students indicated that T1 always encouraged them to participate classroom discussion by questioning: "I liked his teaching method which encouraged us to answer questions", "I liked his questions", "I liked when the teacher encouraged us to participate in classroom discussion. This provided me opportunities to practice English." However, two students commented that "I thought the teacher should ask easier questions", "I wanted more questions relating to my daily life." Furthermore, one student described that "I liked the teacher's verbal feedback when I gave incorrect answers. He did not blame me, but create a good atmosphere of humour. This encouraged me to study more."
For three students in T2's section, they indicated that they liked T2's questions and verbal feedback: "The teacher's questions were understandable", "She used understandable questions and verbal feedback. If I could not understand them, she could explain them clearly", "I liked the teacher's verbal feedback because it was easy to understand." In T3's section, five of ten students stated that T3's questions were good and encouraged them to speak: "He used easy questions which made me want to give answers", "The teacher often asked questions and gave sample answers", "He always asked questions which did not focus on correctness." For T3's verbal feedback, four students described that when they gave incorrect answers or contributions, T3 always helped them understand what they had said incorrectly: "The teacher made me confident to speak. If I spoke incorrectly, he corrected what I had said", "I liked when the teacher corrected my contributions. This helped me understand more vocabularies and grammatical structure." On the other hand, two students commented that they wanted T3 to correct their incorrect contributions immediately: "I wanted the teacher told me right away what I had said was incorrect because this made me dare to communicate in English".
Discussion and Conclusion
It was not surprising to see the high occurrence of questions and verbal feedback asked and provided by the three teachers since questioning and providing verbal feedback are key tools for instructing and evaluating in classrooms. It was in consistent with Sinclair and Coulthard's (1975) and Wells ' (1999) claim about the interaction between a teacher and students normally the teacher initiates talk in classroom (usually by questioning), one of the students attempts to answer the question and the teacher evaluates the student's response. Concerning the teacher question types, the results revealed that referential questions were the most common and frequently asked questions in the two sections (T1 and T2). In this study, referential questions were asked to get students' opinions or interpretation about the discussed topics. For example, "What will you do on your next vacation?" in T1's section and "How well do you play football" in T2's section. Additionally, the nature of the lessons (English Conversation) might make teachers asks more referential questions since they elicit longer, more authentic responses. As Nunan and Lamb (1996) explained that selection of question types should depend on the purpose of the lesson. Furthermore, it was observed that proficient students could interact with teachers' referential questions rather than average and low level students. For example, in T3's section there were two students who sat in the front row, paid a lot of attention, and were willing to do every tasks were often a volunteer to answer the teacher's questions. On the other hand, in T3's section display questions were more common and frequently asked questions than referential questions. It was noted that display questions were used to warm up the class, review previous lessons and elicit factual information. For example, "What happened to her?", "What does it mean?" and "How can you keep the story going?" In this study, display questions were asked to involve all the students in the interaction.
Regarding the effects of display and referential questions on student participation, longer student responses were elicited by referential questions (3.6 the average words per a referential question, but about 2 words per a display one). Increasing the amount of class discussion is of great importance for EFL context where the target language is produced only in classrooms (Canale & Swain, 1980) . It was worth mentioning that the longer responses elicited by referential questions in this study might be related to other factors such as interesting topics (favourite subjects, sports, musical instruments, vacation, previous experiences) and teacher techniques (as mentioned in the interview results). Alarmingly, sometimes referential questions elicited only one or two words as shown in (6). Moreover, some display questions elicited long answers (seven words) as shown in (7). (7) 1 T3: What did he do before coming home? 2 S: He put his clothes into the machine.
Consequently, the researcher think that both teacher question types are useful in EFL classrooms. It might be risky to conclude that display questions are useless and they elicit only short answers or referential ones are useful for language learning and they produce long responses. Teachers should use these questions based on students' levels, lesson purposes and student learning strategies as the students indicated in the interview results.
With respect to verbal feedback, its provision was found in almost every turn of the teachers both by responding to the content and correcting errors. Concerning the teacher verbal feedback types, the results revealed that the high occurrence of interactional feedback in these three undergraduate classes, particularly in T1 and T2's sections suggests that the teacher tried to encourage the students to participate in classroom discussion. Moreover, for evaluative feedback, the teachers usually preferred to tell the students directly what they had said was incorrect. As the researcher observed, the teachers tried to avoid evaluative feedback whenever possible. However, if they considered a correction to be necessary, their common ways was to tell the students immediately as shown in (8). (8) 1 S1: I'll go to Singapore. 2 S2: How long… 3: T1: No, use three sentences to response such as "That'll be terrific", "Good luck" and "That'll be nice".
Surprisingly, as the students in T3's section commented that they preferred to be informed by the teacher that their responses or contribution were incorrect as mentioned in the interview results. This might have been because in the Thai classroom, it is believed that students need some knowledge and truth, and get trained to behave correctly and properly. The classroom is seen as the place to fulfil these purposes and what students should do in the classroom is to listen to the teacher and accept what the teacher says as the truth and knowledge. In Thai culture students are taught to respect teachers.
Regarding interactional feedback, the most common way was by extending the students' contribution or adding humour as shown in (9). Regarding the effects of evaluative and interactional feedback on student participation, surprisingly in T1 and T3's sections evaluative feedback was associated with longer statements and answers than interactional one. Since the students' English proficiency was low, it took time to provide the correct forms or answers. Consequently, they had to produce longer responses. On the other hand, the average length of the students' contributions to interactional feedback was higher. This might have been because when the teachers commented on the students' contributions, the students tried to participate more in the discussion, finding that their comments enhanced their enjoyment of the classroom discussion and motivated them to continue to participate.
In terms of student satisfaction on questions and verbal feedback, from the questionnaire results it was seen that the students were satisfied with referential questions and interactional feedback. Therefore, this indicated that they were welcomed by the students. However, it did not mean that display questions and evaluative feedback should be avoided because the students were satisfied with all types of questions and verbal feedback in general. As described earlier, teachers should use questions and verbal feedback based on students' levels, lesson purposes and student learning strategies as the students indicated in the interview results. Another interesting result from the questionnaires was that the students were motivated to participate in classroom discussion by both teachers' questions and verbal feedback. Regarding the effects of teachers' questions and verbal feedback on student participation in general, the verbal feedback was associated with a bit longer statements and answers than the questions (3.4 the average words per verbal feedback, but about 3 words per question). This result can confirm Nassaji and Wells' (2000) explanation that "teachers' selection of verbal feedback is much more important than the choice of the kinds of initiating questions for the development of classroom discussion".
It can be concluded that in this setting, both questions and verbal feedback had the potential to be supportive of different aspects of student learning. Since questions and verbal feedback allows teachers to increase or reduce students' opportunities for discussion, it is necessary to select the appropriate type to support students' participation. Teachers should develop their use of questions, verbal feedback, and aim for patterns of classroom communication that are appropriate for students' abilities, interests and motivation. Since this study involved three teachers and their three classes, it is not possible to generalize the study's results. The results of the study could be followed up with larger scale studies or larger samples of questions and verbal feedback. Broadening the data collected from participants by interviewing teachers would be another useful step. Teachers' attitudes and preferences about questions, verbal feedback, methods of asking questions and providing verbal feedback, and other aspects of interaction and participation might disprove or confirm the conclusions the researcher draw about questions and verbal feedback on student participation. Nevertheless, results in this study evidenced that teachers' questions and verbal feedback are a stimulus to set classroom interaction in motion. Urano, K. (1996) 
